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Executive Summary

Background

In 1996 Congress enacted the Technology Literacy Challenge Fund, which
chalenged the federd government, states, educators, and local communities to share the
respongbility of strengthening technologicd literacy in America s schools in the 21t
Century. Theintent of this program was two-fold: 1) to channd fundsto loca educetion
agencies through state governments and 2) to provide aframework that states and local
communities could use to develop their own action plans. To assgt gatesin writing
ther individudized framework, the Technology Plan was divided into four pillars:
training, hardware, access and connectivity, and content resources.

In 1997, the State of Michigan enacted a state Technology Literacy Chdlenge
Grant by providing federa directed funds and aframework for digtricts that supported
the outlined federd and state technology plan. The god of Michigan's plan wasto
“drengthen and enhance the statewide e ementary and secondary curriculum through the
integration of indructiona technologies” Tied to thisgod were three of the four
federaly suggested pillars. content resources, training, and technology integration (e.g.,
hardware, access and connectivity), which were supported through avariety of
ingructiona technologica efforts geared toward “ strengthening and enhancing Statewide
curriculum.” These three pillars were supported in the production of an instructiond
CD-ROM containing the Michigan Curriculum Framework and a collection of Best
Practices in Technology Lesson Plans (MCF/BP CD-ROM).

During the 1998- 1999 school year, state Regional Educational Media Center

(REMC) Associations in collaboration with Intermediate School Didtricts (1SD) and
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Regiona Service Agencies (RSA) digtributed five copies of the MCF/BP CD-ROM to
each public and private school building in the State of Michigan. Utilizing ahierarchicad
training modd, REM Cs coordinated and facilitated training sessons and distributed CDs
to condtituent 1SDs. 1SDs were responsible for training and distribution within their

local service area. The Great Lakes Education Network (GLEN) devised the statewide
training schedule.

Purpose and Methods of the Study

The present study was undertaken to trace the dissemination patterns of the
MCF/BP CD-ROM. The project was guided by a quditative design, which included the
use of questionnaires and recorded phone interviews relaing to the interviewee' s
knowledge of digtribution and location of the CD. Participants, who were targeted based
upon their involvement in the digtribution of the MCF/BP CD-ROM, included 20 REMC
directors and arandom sample of seven CD distributors and nine teachers. Analysis of
data followed a four- phase process which induded: highlighting deta from interview
transcripts for further andlys's, coding raw data for reassembly into shared meaning,
confirming and disconfirming patterns of themes, and vaidating findings and
conclusons,

Findings

By way of conclusion, we present our interpretation of the findings and discuss
their implications. Before we present our conclusions, we must caution our readers that
the sample of our third population, i.e. the end users or the teachers, isvery smal. It
should by no means be considered a representative sample of dl teachersin Michigan.

However, these teachers revedled a cons stent pattern that can be viewed as typica and
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thought- provoking. The quditative nature of the data gives us in-depth look into the
dissemination of technology—based innovations. Based on the data, we reach the

following condusions.

1. Thereisagreat need for the product in schools. Over 1500 hard copies have been
purchased by schools.

2. Ovedl, the origina dissemination plan seemed reasonablein that it takes
advantage of the existing dissemination network in the education system. It dso
condderstraining as key to successful dissemination, which is conagtent to the
literature on professona development and innovation diffuson.

3. Thedissamination plan seemed to have worked well &t the first leve: from
developer to level-one didributors. As the findings sugges, al the level-one
distributors (i.e., REMC directors) had access to the CD and were prepared to
provide training and the CD to the second leve digtributors, thet is, digtrict level
or building level digributors. The plan worked less successfully with the second-
level digributors with 70% held training sessons for distribution. However, the
plan worked even less successtully at the last stage: from trainers/distributors to
the end users. As noted, virtually none of the teachers received any training, and
half of the teachers did not know where to obtain the CD.

4. Actud uses of the MCM/BP-CD were very limited. The most frequent usage
induded only two out of nine teachers using it no more than three times.

There are many possible reasons to account for the fact that awell-designed product

and awd|-deveoped dissemination failed to be used by itsrecipients. In this case,
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we believe the following are the primary reasons contributing to the failure of

successful dissemination of the MCFHBP-CDs;

1. Lack of awareness of the significance and vaue of the CD. The end users, and
some of the digtributors, were not fully aware of the vaue of the CD, because
they were not properly trained. In some cases, the training was conceived as only
technica, which led to the discontinuation or downplaying of training, because
some digtributors thought the navigation was very sraightforward and smple.

2. Lack of awareness of the CD’s existence or where to obtain one. Some teachers
did not even know such athing existed, or among the ones who had heard about
the CDs, many did not know how to obtain one. As mentioned previoudy, many
schools purchased hardcopies, or perhaps downloaded copies from the Web,
ingtead of using the CDs, which were free and arguably easier to use.

3. Incompatibility with loca plang/practices. Some believed that the content of the
CD (the best practices part) was not as good as what they aready had.

4. Inefficient dissemination infrastructure. The dissemination followed a
conventiond process of informetion flow in the education system, which
however, did not seem to be effective. Apparently, school adminigtrators,
technology directors, specidists, and teachers seem to have different waysto
access information about innovations, and they definitely do not operatein a
hierarchical fashion. In other words, adirect chain of command from MDE or

REMC to teachers does not exist.
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Recommendations
Inlight of these findings and the literature on innovation diffusons, we make the
following recommendations:
1. Thetraining should be much more about the content and how it could be used by
teachers and schools, instead of focusing on the technical aspects of the product.
2. Dissemination should directly involve the target audiences, in this case, teechers.
3. The product can aso be disseminated through professond development
opportunities offered by the State, ISD, or school digtricts. Univerdty programs
amed a providing professiona development to teachers are a lesscommonly
used channd of dissemination. It would be beneficia to provide information or
the product to university ingtructors of courses that focus directly on the

professiona development of teachers.
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A Study of the Digtribution Petterns of the Michigan Curriculum Framework

and Best Practices CD-ROM

Background
During the past decade, captains of industry and palitical pundits have sounded

adarms of concern regarding the technicd illiteracy of adultsin the workplace. To begin
to amdiorate this concern, in 1996 Congress enacted the Technology Literacy Chdlenge
Grant Program. The program challenged the federa government, states, educators, and
local communities to cooperdtively share the respongihility of strengthening

technologicd literacy in Americalsschools.  Theintert of this program was two-fold: 1)
to channel fundsto Loca Education Agencies (LEAS) through state governments and 2)
to provide aframework that states and loca communities could use to develop their own
action plans. These action plans were to be individualized and based on the stat€' sown
educationa/technologica priorities and individua needs of school didtricts.

The overarching god of this program was to ensure that al students become
technicaly literate in the 21% Century (U.S. Department of Education, 1996). To provide
date flexibility in meeting this god, the Technology Plan was divided into four areas
(pillars):

Traning — All teechersin the nation will have the training and support they need
to help students learn using computers and the information superhighway.

Hardware — All teachers and students will have modern multimedia computersin
classrooms.

Access and Connectivity — Every classwill be connected to the information
superhighway.

Content Resources — Effective software and ontline learning resources will be an
integra party of every school’s curriculum (p.1).
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By providing these pillars, the federd Technology Literacy Challenge Grant gave Sates
adarting point from which to build their own individud framework and “take the
chdlenge”

In 1997, Michigan enacted the state Technology Literacy Challenge Grant, by
providing funds and a framework for didtricts that supported the outlined federd and
date technology plan. The god of Michigan's plan was to “ strengthen and enhance the
datewide dementary and secondary school curriculum through the integration of
indructiond technologies’ (Michigan Department of Education, 1997). Tied to this
state project were three supporting areas (pillars). The content resource pillar came
directly from the federd technology plan, while the state adapted the federa
recommendations regarding training and technology integration.

The Michigan Department of Education (1996) defines training and technology
integration as.

Traning — Increase capacity of teachers and students to effectively use
technology in teaching and learning through training and resource devel opment.

Technology integration — Fecilitate the integration of technology into curriculum

by providing and modeing teacher- and student-friendly technology resources

and indructiond materids.

The State of Michigan supports these three components through a variety of
ingructional technologicd efforts geared toward “ strengthening and enhancing statewide
school curriculum.” At the start of this statewide push was the production and

dissamination of an ingructiona CD-ROM. Thefirst in saries of four CDs, this

innovation contained the Michigan Curriculum Framework and a collection of Best
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Practices in Technology Lesson Plans (MCF/BP CD-ROM). This paper focuses on the
dissemination of the MCF/BP CD-ROM.
Michigan Curriculum Framework

Arthur E. Ellis, former Michigan's Superintendent of Public Indtruction, suggests
that Michigan’s public schools have *aresponsbility to set high standards for sudents.”
For thisto transpire, teachersin public and private K- 12 educationd ingtitutions must
have a specific plan, in the form of resources and guidelines, with which to meet these
respongbilities.  In the State of Michigan, this resource comesin the form of The
Michigan Curriculum Framework (MCF).

Implemented by the Michigan Department of Education (MDE) and the
Michigan State Board of Education, the MCF is aresource for helping schools design,
execute and assess core content standards.  These core areas of instruction embody
meticulous expectations for sudent performance, as well as describe abilities and
knowledge required to be successful in today’ s revolutionizing society. Moreover,
implementation of such principles ensuresthat al students regp the benefits of a qudity
education and achieve the adult roles described in Michigan’s vison for K-12 education.
Conterts

Encompassing al grade levels, the MCF contains specific sandards and
benchmarks for the subject areas of English Language Arts, Socid Studies,
Mathematics, and Science. A standard describes what students should know and be gble
to do in each subject area; a benchmark is a specific indicator of development.
Standards for each areaare divided into severd strands or units. For instance, strands for

the subject area of English Language Arts might include: Meaning and Communication,



MCF-CD

Literature, Voice, Skills and Process, and Criticd Standards.  Additiondly, standards
for authentic teaching and learning, assessment, and professiona development are also
specified. Divison of these curricular and developmenta areas aids in conceptudizing
the framework as a bridge between nationa standards and local classroom practice.

The MCF is composed of threetiers. Tier 1 contains content standards,
benchmarks and a glossary of framework terms. Tier 2 contains toolkits designed to
assg districts with discrepancy andyses, technology, curriculum integration and
dignment. Tier 3 contains specific content-area resources that clarify the curriculum
devel opment process, as well as a guidebook written for parents and the business
community explaining eements of the framework.
Developers

According to Humphrey, Shidds, & Anderson (1996), typicaly State
Departments of Educeation led the planning of curriculum framework projects, while dso
consulting with key stakeholders, educationa professionds, and the publicin
discussions about student knowledge and comprehension.  Such was the case with the
development of the MCF. Project co-directors, university representatives, and
consultants from the MDE, together with content area professona organizations
collaborated to develop components of the framework. During the collaboration
process, however, it isimportant to remember that teachers are the key audience of the
framework. For thisreason, teachers and university personnel worked in partnership to
develop content standards and benchmarks, along with performance standards for

specific content areas for the MCF.

10
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Formats

The MCF is made available in three different forms. Booklet, Web-based, and
CD-ROM. Although the forms differ, each contains the same content. Therefore,
depending on the needs and technologica proficiency of the user, form choiceisan
individudized decison. At itsinception, the curriculum framework was availablein
booklet form only. Generdly, the booklet is procured by individua teachers or
purchased in bulk by school administrators or Intermediate School Digtricts (1SDs) to
digtribute to individua schools. For instance, according to Dr. Gloria Kielbaso, Director
of the Michigan Center for Career and Technica Education at Michigan State
University, from March 1998 to December 2000, her Center sold over 1,500 booklet
Ccopies.

With the dawn of the information age and subsequent rise of the Internet, the
MCEF is now Web-based through the Michigan Department of Education’s
Website (http://mwww.mde.statemi.us). Further exploration of various Internet search
engines harvest awide range of educationa Stes, which examine pecific components of
the MCF, such as best practices and curriculum development.

The most recent form of the MCF to be distributed is the CD-ROM version.
Disseminated in 1998, the CD dso includes thefirst collection of Best Practicesin
Technology. Developed out of a need to infuse more technology into Michigan schoals,
the CD was spearheaded by the Michigan Department of Education (MDE), the
Michigan Association of Intermediate School Didricts (MAISD) and the Regiond
Educationd Media Center Association of Michigan (REMC). A specific digribution

and training modd was proposed.

1
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State Training and Digtribution Plan for the MCFHBP CD-ROM

During the 1998-1999 school yesar, state REM C Associations worked
collaboratively with participating Intermediate School Didricts (1SDs) and Regiond
Service Agencies (RSAS) to digtribute five copies of the MCF/BP CD-ROM to every
public and private school building in the State of Michigan. REM Cs coordinated and
facilitated the training sessions and ditribution for their condtituent 1ISDs. The ISDs
were then respongible for training and digtributing the CDs within their local service
aea Theintent of training was to enhance the distribution process by providing
indruction in the use and gpplication of the CD. Training was intended for curriculum
leaders, technology support staff (ISD) and locdl district educators (schools).

The Great Lakes Education Network (GLEN) devised the statewide training
schedule, which was published on their website (www.glenn.cc/fwiremc.html). The
training schedule included the following:

1. Linksto each of the 22 REMC Associations (training divided by each association).
2. Date of initid Stetraining for REMC and 1SD gaff, as well as status requests for
additiona copies of the CD.
3. Date, time, location and REMC/ISD training contact person for local digtrict
participants.
Upon completion of training for REMC and |SD gaff, the word “COMPLETED”
aong with date of completion were noted. Additionaly, CD counts and requests for
additiona CDswere documented. In cases where training had not yet occurred or had

not been scheduled, “TBA” was noted in the column.
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Figure 1 outlines the sate digtribution and training information.

DISTRIBUTION AND TRAINING PLAN

ROLE OF TRAINING

TRAINING
PARTICIPANTS
METHOD SCHEDULE

REMC
Directors Devised by the
Michigan

Department of
Education
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statewide
training
schedule

trained and distributed CDs to

goal posted on

ISD '
Personal:
Curriculum Enhance GLEN Web-site

distribution
process through
instruction and
application

leaders and
technology
support staff

who then distributed 5 CDs to

trained

Each public

and private

school
building

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study was to trace the dissemination of the Michigan
Curriculum Framework and Best Practices CD. More specifically, this study examined
how closdly CD digtribution digned with proposed distributions outlined by the
Michigan Department of Education. The findings and conclusions from this report may
have implications for others seeking to distribute technology related resources. The
following questions guided this sudy:

1. To what audience was the CD-ROM targeted?

2. Did the CD reach the target audience?

3. If the CD did not reach the target audience, why wasthat goa not met?
4. Did participants place vdue in the innovation?

5. What factors affected distribution of stated factored innovations?

13
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Methods

Population

The sample of the study consisted of three groups: REMC directors, distributors
and teachers. All were employed by school systems throughout the State of Michigan
either as an administrator or an educator. Participants were targeted based upon their
involvement in the digtribution of the MCFCD. Ninety percent of the REMC directors
in the State of Michigan participated in the study (n=20). Digtributors, who were selected
by REMC directors to coordinate training, were employed in adminigrative pogtions a
ISDsor individua schoals. Of this group, 90% of contacted individuas participated in
the study. Didtributors were randomly selected from data obtained from REMC
directors. Teachers, (n=9) whaose random sdlection was based on data obtained through
digtributors, had taught an average of six years. Other demographic data on teachers
included grade level breakdown: 40% eementary, 30% middle school, and 30% high
school, and subjects taught: math, language arts, and computer technology.
Data Collection

Based on the digtribution hierarchy, individua questionnaires were congtructed
for directors and distributors that contained questions pertaining to knowledge of MCF-
CD digtribution. A second questionnaire, assembled for teachers, focused on their
knowledge of the MCF/BP-CD location (for acomplete list of questions, refer to
Appendix A). In order to understand the diffusion patters on the CD, phone interviews
were conducted with REMC directors. Once various patterns were identified, phone

interviews were conducted with a random sample of distributors and teachers. All phone

14
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interviews were recorded and transcribed, serving as primary data. On average, each
interview took atotal of 30 minutes.

Andyss of Data

Discourse analysis (Tannen, 1989) was used to interpret meaning of participants
asthey talked about their ideas and impressions of the study’s questions. Anaysis
followed afour- phase process. Firdt, raw data from interview transcriptions were
reviewed. Sdient parts of each interview were then highlighted for further andysis. In
the second phase, strips of conversation from the raw data were coded to alow for
reassembly into the essence of shared meaning (Strauss, 1987) and placed into “bins’ for
organization (Miles and Huberman, 1984). In phase three of anadlys's, confirming and
disconfirming evidence of patterns or themes among groups and individuas was sought.
Inthefina phase of dataanalys's, findings and conclusions were vaidated.

Findings

The dudy’ sfindings are presented in a manner that highlights the ditribution
hierarchy of the MCF-CD as noted by the Michigan Department of Education. Firgt, a
discussion of data obtained from REMC directors and distributors regarding
dissemination patters will be presented. Thiswill be followed with adiscusson of
comments acquired from teachers concerning their familiarity with the CD and its
location. It isimportant to note that because of the three-year time-pan between the
actud distribution of the CD and this research inquiry, participants often found it

difficult to recdl precise details of their dissemination plan.

15
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REMC directors

To better comprehend the dissemination patterns of the CD, questions regarding
digribution were divided into three different areas. digtribution plan, means of
digtribution, and modification to the distribution plan. Inquiry was aso made regarding
training agpects. Overdl, the distribution methods of the directors were smilar to those
outlined by the Michigan Department of Education. Beow are findings related to these
questions.

Digtribution plan

In this stage of questioning, interviewees were asked to describe their
involvement in the distribution of the MCF/BP-CD with other distributors or individua
schools, aswel as highlight their digtribution plan. All of the REMC directors sated
they were ether responsible for or had information on their association’ s dissemination
plan. The most noted means of digtribution (70%) was in the form of training.
Subsequent training sessions took two forms:

1) Structured training specificdly for the MCF-CD
2) Discussion and exploration a administrative, aff, or technology meetings.

Although training varied in nature and structure, the primary god of thetraining
sessonswasto train the-trainer/distributor in hopes of promulgating the CD to the
necessary parties.

Structured training for MCFHBP CD-ROM

Although the objectives of training sessions were smilar, depending on
director, responses regarding who trained and who attended sessons varied. Fifty

percent of the REMC directors or other designated adminigtrators held training sessons

16
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to ingtruct the trainer/disseminator. Generaly, these sessonswere held at REMC
officesor loca 1SDs. During training, key players, such as curriculum directors, media
specidigts, principals and technology coordinators participated in structured sessions for
the sole purpose of examining training objectives and contert of the MCF/BP-CD. Of
these key players, media specidists and technology coordinators were mentioned most
frequently in regard to receiving training. According to one REMC director, “Training
individuals who are in leadership roles lets us know that the CD will get to the proper
parties.”

Because of the varying size of ditrictsin each REMC Association, some directors
employed innovative training methods to ensure the CD reached intended parties. For
example, to guarantee proper dissemination of the CD, one adminigtrator hired outside
trainers, as he stated, “Through our Tech Lit Grant, we were able to hire trainers whose
sole purpose was to map out atraining and distribution plan. Trainers delivered and
trained each principd individualy.” Another innovative method was the devel opment
of training teams. One director shared this comment about training teams: “Each of our
loca didtricts put together training teams from each building for haf-day training
sessons. It was this team that returned to their buildings and trained the staff.”

According to the Zdler and Wingate (2000), the ultimate god of the Best
Practices projects was to “ strengthen and enhance the statewide elementary and
secondary school curriculum through the integration of technologies.” Thirty percent of
the directors echoed this statement, as they felt the CD should be presented directly to
individuals who possessed the skills to comprehend the technical or curricular aspect of

the CD. Consequently, since the CD was aform of technology and curriculum, many felt
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technology or curriculum coordinators should distribute the CD. One director proposed,
“CDs serve a much greater purpose when connected to either technology or curricula. I
you want people to use innovations, you have to give something a purpose.”

When asked about the sdlection of individuasto attended training sessions, a
plethora of responses were given. The Primary decision was made by the ISD or REMC
directors, but other administrators such as media specidists and principas were dso
mentioned. A director from the northeastern part of Michigan stated, “As a director, that
was my decison. We targeted specific groups, such as curriculum directors, because
that is the route we aways take for curriculum or professona development.” Another
director took a different stance, as he stated, “Everyone was invited. People had to sign
up before hand, and we didn't turn anyone away. This included teachers and principas.”
As noted by another director, “Wefird trained the principds and then let them make the
decison regarding who should attend additiond training sessons.”

Demongration and exploration training

CDswere dso distributed a adminigtrative, staff or technology meetings.
Unlike the structured training sessions, the digtribution of the CD was not the sole
purpose of these meetings. Participants such as principas, curriculum directors and
technology coordinators explored the CD during regularly scheduled meetings. Instead
of employing training methods set fourth by the MDE, the CD was smply introduced by
the director or other administrator and reviewed/explored by participants. At the
conclusion of the meeting, each individua was given five CDs per schoal building to

digribute. Asone REMC director from the Upper Peninsula proffered, “ Adultsin
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education should have the knowledge to navigate a CD-ROM. We were there to offer
assigtance only if questions arose.”

Additiond comments regarding training

Thirty-six percent of the interviewees received some form of persond training.
Training sessions held a the ISD or REMC offices included other participants such as
internal staff or REMC council members. Directors who did not receive structured
training stated that their own personad comprehension of the materids dlowed them to
sarve astrainer. One director noted, “My training was more self-taught. Just getting the
CD training materids before we had to do the training for other people was enough.”
Additiondly, directors stated they found the navigation of training materids smple,
meaking forma indruction unnecessary.

Means of digtribution

REMC directors utilized two methods of CD digtribution: training sessions and digtrict
couriers. Given that the mgor form of digtribution was training, CDs were distributed to
individuals during training sessons. That is, if individuds attended training, they

received the proper number of CDs for their digtrict. Another form of dissemination, the
digtrict courier, was employed to ddiver CDs to distributors before they attended
training sessons. In the event that distributors were unavailable for training, the digtrict
courier was also used as ameansto ddliver their CDs.

Modification of digribution plan

I nterviewees were asked about changes made to their digtribution plan. Nine of

the 20 REMC directors (40%) stated a change in their distribution plan. Consequent

19



MCF-CD

changes included discontinuing training, directing distribution more closely to teachers,
and changing the distribution contact person at 1SD.

Discontinuing training

Twenty-two percent of directors discontinued training. The smpleleve of training
served as grounds for discontinuation. Comments from directors included, “Training
wastoo basic. Adminigtrators and teachers felt they were above and beyond what was
presented.” Other remarks included, “We sent the CD to schools but did not require
training. Everyone seemed to know what they were doing,” and “The next year
digtribution was less formal and training was not required.”

Directing distribution more closgly to teachers

As one director recommended, “ The top down approach does not work.
Training teachersis the key, because they are the end users of the CD.” On this same
modification, an additiona director remarked, “ After our didtrict trained al of those
people, CDs did not get to the proper parties. With the MCF, we want to make sure
teachers get them, which did not happen. The next time, | invited teachersto attend
training.” Another director had thisto say regarding training teachers. “From
adminidrators to teachers does not work. Things get stuck. Administrators have too
many other things to worry about. Having teachers st down and work with the CD has
been an incredible success”

Changing distribution contact person

Four out of 20 interviewees fdt the distribution contact person should be
changed. For instance, one distributor noted that CDs should be distributed by

individuds a the 1SD ingtead of the school building. She Stated, “We switched the
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digtribution from a point person in the building to a point person in the district. We
found that with the first CD teachers weren't aware it existed. We fdt that the media

specidigs had taken the first CDs and not distributed them. Too many times, individuds

a schools claim ownership. In the end, everyone suffers.”

Figure 2 outlines the overdl results of the REMC director comments.
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Didributors
Distributors were asked about their knowledge of dissemination in three arees:
distribution plan, means of digtribution, and modifications to distribution plans. Inquiry

was aso made on aspects of training. Below are findings related to these questions.

Didribution plan
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Aswith REMC directors, distributors were asked to describe their involvement
in the digtribution of the MCF-CD to other distributors or individua schools, aswell as
highlight their digtribution plan. In every case, didtributors were responsible for the
dissemination of the CD. In addition, 40% stated dissemination was donein
collaboration with another administrator at their ISD or school. These co-digtributors
included technology coordinators, curriculum directors, and trainers. When questioned
about their CD supplier, 70% affirmed they received CDs from 1SD or REMC offices.
Conversdly, the remaining 30% were unaware from what source they received CDs.

Unlike the emphasis placed on distribution through structured training by REMC
directors, 75% of the distributors used exploratory training methods to introduce the CD.
Of this group, 55% digtributed CDs during technology meetings. Here, participants such
as technology coordinators and lead technology teachers reviewed/explored contents of
the CD during regularly scheduled meetings. Upon review, participants were given CDs
to distribute to their district or schools. One distributor remarked, “ Since the CD deslt
with technology, we gave them out during a technology training sesson. Individuds
came to the training session and explored the contents.” Further comments on this
theme included, “CDs were used as atool to develop our five-year technology plan.
Individuals involved in technology worked with the CD and then took the information
back to the schools,” aswdll as, “We invited technology directors because of the CDs
involvement in technology and teachers, because they are the end users’.

Two of the nineinterviewed distributors (20%) provided copies of the CD to
curriculum directors and principas during saff meetings. Of this group only principas

were given sructured training. The distributor from this district stated, “We firgt trained
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the principals, then training occurred at the school sites for teachers. We wanted to
encourage principals to share information at saff meetings and let teachers know that
thisresource was in their building. It was their job to make sure their staff received
them.” Interestingly, the digtributor who did not provide training gave this reasoning:
“Individuds | gave the CD to, such as curriculum directors, had some form of training
experience. Mogt of them took it upon themselvesto review the CD, but there was no
training involved.”

Two of the nine interviewees failed to distribute the CD at dl. One distributor
stated, after a collaborative review of the contents, his ISD refrained from dissemination.
He noted, “To our shock, our practices were beyond what were contained on the CD, s0
three years later, they are dill in abox in my office” The remaining distributor stated
that she had not digtributed the CDs because of her didtrict’ s failure to provide training.
She noted, “1 should have just given them out, but since the MCF is on the Web, | am
not sure if the CDs has any value.”

Additiona comments regarding training

When inquiry was made regarding distributors persond training, 44% had
received some form of training. Twenty-two percent of these individuas received
Sructured training at their 1SD, while the remaining 22% receive training of an
exploratory nature, during staff meetings. The remaining distributors who received no
training (56%) ather examined the training materials persondly and found the
navigation of the CD too smpligtic to require any sort of training measures, or were

among the two digtricts who did not disseminate the CDs.
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Means of distribution

The mgor digribution form was through the attendance of meetings. Generdly,
individuas who attended meetings received the proper number of CDsfor their
digrict/schools.  Depending on the size of the didtrict, ditributors affirmed the amount
of CDsthey did receive was sufficient. Additionaly, one district stated that because of
the number of CDsthey had received, the CD was placed on their network. Asthe
distributor from this didtrict proffered, “Placing the CD on the network alows every
teacher access to the content.” A minority of distributors suggested they only dispersed
one or two CDs per schoal, not the initid five per school stated in the origind State
Didribution Plan.

M odification of the distribution plan

I nterviewees were asked about changes made in their digtribution plan after the
MCF/BP CD-ROM. In al cases, no deviation from digtribution plans was reported.

Figure 3 outlines the overdl results of the ditributor’ s comments.

Distribution
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iesoiooy) coordinators - where structured
backgrounds (20%) MCFCD training
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while rema\ningldis\nbutors
CD not sole purpose of meeting | Distributors
therefore
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Teachers

Because teachers were the end point of distribution and ultimately the target
audience, their questioning embodied the following topics: Familiarity of location, basis
for using the CD, conversations with cohorts regarding CD, and training methods. Itis
important to note that because of the small number of interviewed teachers, in no way
can these findings be generalized across the entire Michigan teacher population. Below
isasummary of teacher comments.

Familiarity with location of the CD

With the exception of two interviewees, the mgority of teachers were aware of
the MCF/BP-CD. Of those two teachers with no knowledge of the CD, both had taught
at leadt three years and were familiar with the Michigan Curriculum Framework paper
copy. Additiondly, these teachers were unaware of how to obtain a copy of the CD but
suggested such a resource would be valuable.

Regarding informed teachers, 40% had a CD copy in their possession. Another
30% stated they could request the CD from their local 1SD. Half of these teachers,
however, did not know whom to contact at the ISD to request acopy. Theremaining
30% of the interviewed teachers who knew of the CD had no idea of where to obtain a
copy. Asoneteacher dtated, “If | wanted something like this, | would probably spesk to
atech person. | think.” Along this same line, another teacher proffered, “I’ ve heard of
the CD, but have no ideawhere | might obtain a copy.”

Reasons the CD might be used by teachers

The primary reason given for use of the CD was for reviewing benchmarks,

sandards, and outcomes. Responses given regarding the number of times the CD had
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been accessed ranged from oneto three. As one teacher suggested, “ It was hdpful to me
in ... that one category, but only in that one time ingtance.” Another teacher noted that
she had used the CD only for idess, “not for lesson plans themsalves.”

Conversations with cohorts

When asked if the CD had been discussed amongst their teaching cohort 60%
said “No.” One teacher offered her input as she remarked, “ Thereis really no need to
talk about the CD with anyone. We ve taked alot about curriculum and the Michigan
Curriculum Framework, but not about the use of the CD.” Other reasons given include,
time congtraints on teachers and not seeing the importance of the CD.

Teachers who had spoken about the CD had done so at meetings. Two of the
nine interviewees noted that conversations about the CD surrounded their technology
integration plan and school improvement. Surprisingly, when asked this question, one
teacher responded by suggesting that she *only talked with another teacher about the
CD, because she was being interviewed.”

Training

On the subject of teacher training in the use of the CD, 100% of the interviewees
had received no training. One teacher stated the CD had been mentioned in aworkshop
Setting, but only in the context of where it might be obtained. Comments made by
teachers regarding training included, “ No teachers to my knowledge have been trained,”

“No training was held at my school, at least,” and “No, our teachers have not heard of

any training. We mainly go by the paper copy.”
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Figure 4 outlines the overdl results of teacher’s comments.
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Conclusons and Discussons

By way of conclusion, we present our interpretation of the findings and discuss their

implications. Before we present our conclusions, we must caution our readers that the

sample of our third population, i.e. the end users or the teachers, is very smal. It should

by no means be consdered a representative sample of dl teachersin Michigan.

However, these teachers reveaed a consstent pattern that can be viewed astypica and

thought- provoking. The quditative nature of the data gives us an in-depth look into the

dissemination of technology—based innovations. Based on the data, we reach the

fallowing condlusons
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Thereisagreat need for the product in schools. Over 1500 hard copies have been
purchased by schools.
Ovedl, the origind dissemination plan seemed reasonablein that it took
advantage of the existing dissemination network in the education system. It dso
considered training as key to successful dissemination, which is congstent with
the literature on professond development and innovation diffuson.
The dissemination plan seemed to have worked well at the first level: from
developer to level-one didributors. As the findings sugges, al the level-one
digtributors (i.e., REMC directors) had access to the CD and were prepared to
provide training and the CD to the second leve didtributors, that is, digtrict level
or building level digributors. The plan worked less successfully with the second-
level digributors with 70% held training sessons for distribution. However, the
plan worked even lesswdll at the last stage: from trainers/distributors to the end
users. As noted, virtualy none of the teachers received any training and haf of
the teachers did not know where to obtain the CD.
Actud uses of the MCM/BP-CD were very limited. The most frequent usage
included only two out of nine teachers usng it no more than three times.
There are many possible reasons to account for the fact that awell-designed product
and awell-developed dissemination failed to be used by its users. In this case, we
believe the following are the primary reasons contributing to the failure of successful

dissemination of the MCF/BP-CDs;
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Lack of awareness of the sgnificance and vaue of the CD. The end users, and
some of the didtributors, were not fully aware of the value of the CD, because
they were not properly trained. In some cases, the training was conceived as only
technical, which led to the discontinuation or downplaying of training, because
some digtributors thought the navigation was very sraightforward and smple.
Lack of awareness of the CD’s existence or where to obtain one. Some teachers
did not even know such a product existed or among the ones who have heard
about the CDs, many did not know how to obtain one. As mentioned before,
many schools purchased hardcopies, or perhaps downloaded copies from the
Web, ingtead of using the CDs, which were free and arguably easier to use.
Incompeatibility with loca plang/practices. Some believed that the content of the
CD (the best practices part) was not as good as what they aready had.
Inefficient dissemination infrastructure. The dissemination followed a

conventiond process of information flow in the education system, which

however did not seem to be effective. Apparently, school administrators,
technology directors, specidists, and teachers seem to have different waysto
access information about innovations, and they definitely do not operatein a
hierarchical fashion. In other words, adirect chain of command from MDE or

REMC to teachers does not exist.
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Recommendations

Inlight of these findings and the literature on innovetion diffusons, we make the

following recommendations:

1. Thetraining should be much more about the content of the product and how it
could be used by teachers and schools, instead of on the technical aspects of the
product. In other words, instead of focusing on the mechanics and technical
details of the product, such as the navigationd interface, training should focus on
how the product may solve exigting problems or meet the existing needs for
teachers and schools.

2. Target the intended users directly. Dissemination should directly involve the
target audiences, in this case, teachers. We have a techno-centric biasin sdecting
dissemination approaches of technology-enabled products. We often consider the
CDs as primarily “technology” while ignoring their content. This misconception
leads to the use of technologists as the main disseminating agents, while
neglecting the target audience, which may not be among the technologists. Thus,
we recommend that innovative products should first be disseminated to ther
intended audiences, without the mediation of technologidts.

3. The product can dso be disseminated through professona development
opportunities offered by the State, ISD, or school digtricts. University programs
amed at providing professond development to teachers are aless commonly

used channdl. It would be beneficia to provide information or the product to
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university ingructors of courses that directly focus on the professond

development of teachers.
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